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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
V^ILSON ,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
335  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(1415)  391-3900 

1 

I 

Laurie  J.  sartilson 
^OWLES  &  M0X0N 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  California  90028-7421 
(213)  953-3360 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  )  CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not-  ) 
for-profit  religious  corporation,  )  PLAINTIFF'S  RESPONSE 


RECEIVED 

SEP  t  0  1993 

■It  ib  s  aw 

*  ^  a<v  vr  V  was  1  k*  iCO 


Plaintiff , 


vs. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  THE  GERALD 
ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION,  a  ) 

California  for-profit  corporation;) 
DOES  2  through  25,  inclusive,  ) 


)  DEFENDANTS'  OPPOSITION  TO 
)  ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  VTHY 
)  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT 
)  BE  HELD  IN  CONTEMPT  QF 
)  COURT;  REQUEST  FOR 
)  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  GERALD 
)  ARMSTRONG  AND  FORD  GREENE 
) 


Defendants. 


And  related  cross -complaint 


)  DATE:  September  14,  3 

)  TIME:  9:30  a. m. 

_ )  DEPT:  86 

) 

)  DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  N<jne 

J _ )  MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 

j  TRIAL  DATE:  Vacated 

Gerald  Armstrong's  sole  defense  to  his  contemptuous 

disregard  of  this  Court's  preliminary  injunction  is  that  he  gave 

a  declaration  to  a  ’'defendant"  litigant  instead  of  a  "plciintiff" 

litigant.  Armstrong  ignores  that  the  litigant  —  Larry 

Woliersheim  —  has  been  litigating  claims  against  the  Church  a*  a 


TO 


plaintiff  since  1980,  and  that  the  action  in  which  the 
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declaration  was  filed  seeks  to  set  aside  a  judgment  in 

; 

Wollersheim' s  action  due  to  the  trial  judge's  undisclosed 

I 

arid  seeks  no  relief  at  all  from  Wollersheim. 

I 

j 

It  is  undisputed  by  Armstrong  that:  (1)  He  was  fully 


bias , 


aware 


of  this  Court's  May  28  Order,  which  prohibits  him  from,  inter 


alia  "voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental,  organ 

i 
! 

or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against"  the 

I 

I 

entities  and  individuals  listed  in  the  Settlement  Agreement, 


including  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California;  (2)  On 


or 


about  June  4,  1993,  he  prepared  and  signed  a  lengthy  declaration 

i 

attacking  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California  and  delivered 
ilp  to  Larry  Wollersheim,  and/or  Wollersheim' s  attorneys;  and  (3) 

Larry  Wollersheim  is  presently  engaged  in  litigation  agaipst  the 

i 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California. 

Armstrong  argues,  however,  that  his  conduct  was  not 

prohibited  by  the  May  28  injunction  because  Wollersheim  is  a 

i 

l 

litigant  defendant,  and  not  a  litigant  plaintiff,  vis-a-vis  the 

i 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California.  It  is  difficult  to  imagine 

i 

a | more  misleading  argument.  Attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A  is  a 

| 

copy  of  a  substitution  of  attorney,  executed  by  Ford  Greeie  on 

i 

August  6,  1993.  On  that  date,  Mr.  Greene  became  attorney  of 
record  in  the  Court  of  Appeal  for  Larry  Wollersheim  with  papers 
bearing  the  caption,  "LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM,  Piaintifr  and 
Respondent,  vs.  CHURCH  OF  8CIENTOLOGY  OF  CALIFORNIA,  Defendant 
and  Appellant."  [£d,  p.  1,  emphasis  supplied.]  As  both  Armstrong 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
VjlLSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
335  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(14X5)  391-3900 

l 

i 

Laurie  J.  sartilson 
Bowles  &  moxon 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  California  90028-7421 
(213)  953-3360 

j 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  )  CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not-  ) 
for-profit  religious  corporation,  )  PLAINTIFF'S  RESPONSE 


Plaintiff , 


)  DEFENDANTS'  OPPOSITION  TO 
)  ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  WHY 
)  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT 
)  BE  HELD  IN  CONTEMPT  qF 

vs.  )  COURT;  REQUEST  FOR 

i  )  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  GERALD 

|  )  ARMSTRONG  AND  FORD  GREENE 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  THE  GERALD  ) 

ARMSTRONG  CORPORATION,  a  ) 

California  for-profit  corporation;) 

DOES  2  through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

)  DATE:  September  14,  }993 
|  Defendants.  )  TIME:  9:30  a.m. 

J _ )  DEPT:  8  6 

i  ) 


AND  RELATED  CROSS -COMPLAINT 


)  DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  N^ne 
)  MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 
TRIAL  DATE:  Vacated 


Gerald  Armstrong's  sole  defense  to  his  contemptuous 
disregard  of  this  Court's  preliminary  injunction  is  that  he  gave 
3  declaration  to  a  ‘'defendant”  litigant  instead  of  a  "pliintif f ” 
litigant.  Armstrong  ignores  that  the  litigant  —  Larry 
woliersheim  —  has  been  litigating  claims  against  the  ChRtch  as 
plaintiff  since  1580,  and  that  the  action  in  which  the 
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4nd  Greene  are  obviously  aware1,  Wollersheim  has  been  a 
plaintiff  pursuing  a  claim  against  the  Church  of  Sciento-.ogy  of 

I 

California  since  July  28,  1980  [Ex.  B,  Complaint,  Wollersheim  v. 


Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  lasc  no.  c  332  027.1  Trial 
was  had  in  this  courthouse  from  February  to  July,  1986.  Appeals 

i 

in  that  action  commenced  on  September  29,  1986,  and  are  still  not 
over  —  as  graphically  demonstrated  by  Ford  Greene's  substitution 

i 

into  the  case  as  Wollersheim' s  counsel  of  record  two  monjhs  after 

i 

Armstrong  provided  Wollersheim  with  his  declaration  [Ex. 

I 

The  action  which  Armstrong  characterizes  as  Wollersheim  II 
seeks  equitable  relief  from  the  judgment  in  Wollersheim  v.  Church 


4>f  Scientology  of  California.  It  is  not  litigation  levelled 

i 

'^against"  Larry  Wollersheim;  it  is  directed  to  recently  * 

i 

discovered  evidence  that  the  1986  trial  judge  harbored  an 
undisclosed  bias  and  prejudice  against  the  Church  of  Scientology 

i 

of  California  during  the  5-month  trial,  rendering  the  judgment 
therein  void.  [Ex.  c  to  Ford  Greene  Declaration,  paras.  !i  -  22.] 

I 

On  July  2,  1993,  during  a  hearing  at  which  Gerald  Armstrong  was 


;  1  Armstrong  has  been  employed  as  Greene's  paralegal  since 

August,  1991.  Discovery  has  shown  that  he  regularly  works  for 
Greene  or,  inter  alia ,  cases  involving  Scientology  churches. 

See,  Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction  and  evidence  fileg  in 
support  thereof. 

i  , 

Armstrong  and  Greene  are  thus  plainly  aware  of 
Wollersheim' s  status  as  a  plaintiff  litigant  against  the  Church 
Of  Scientology  of  California,  Greene  even  appearing  of  record  for 
Wollersheim  the  plaintiff,  but  have  nonetheless  chosen  to  argue 
falsely  to  this  Court  that  Wollersheim  is  only  a  litigant 
defendant.  This  is  a  frivolous  tactic  imposed  solely  for  the 
purposes  of  delay  pursuant  to  CCP  §128.5.  CSI  accordingly 
requests  an  award  of  expenses  and  attorneys  fees  in  the  amount  of 
$3,215.00.  [Ex.  C,  Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson.] 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California  v.  Wollersheim.  LASC 


No.  BC  074  875 


3-10-93  03:39PM  FROM  BOWLES  l.  MOXON 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


TO  914159540938605 i 


P005 


present,  Judge  Kakita  found  no  merit  in  Wollersheim' s  "special 


robtion  to  strike,"  and  ordered  the  action  stayed  pending 
f!inal  resolution  of  Wollersheim  v.  Church  of  Scientology 


the 

of 


California.  [Exhibit  C,  Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  f  2 

aind  Exhibit  1  thereto .  ] 

i 

i 

i  The  declaration  which  Armstrong  admits  he  provided  tc 

i 

wlollersheim  provided  no  information  relevant  to  Wollersheim's 

I 

clase  or  to  Wollersheim  II.  Indeed,  Armstrong  has  no  percipient 
knowledge  of  any  facts  which  were  at  issue  in  those  matters. 

J 

Rlather,  Armstrong's  declaration,  which  bears  no  case  caption,  is 
a|n  "all-purpose"  lengthy  diatribe  falsely  charging  his  former 

rjeligion  with  all  manner  of  wrong-doing  and  evil  intention  [Ex.  J 

i 

t!6  Moving  Papers.]  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  declaration 

i 

iitself  that  articulates  for  what  purpose  it  was  provided  to 
wollersheim  or  his  attorneys;  Armstrong  obviously  had  no  control 
o.Ver  how  those  litigants  chose  to  use  it.  That  it  made  its  first, 
appearance  in  Wollersheim  II  hardly  excuses  its  existence  in  the 
h'ands  of  Wollersheim  and  his  counsel:  the  injunction  prohibits 
Alrmstrong  from  voluntarily  assisting  them.  He  assisted  tjhem  by 

i 

gjiving  them  his  declaration. 

The  remainder  of  Armstrong's  response  consists  of 


transparent  slams  directed  at  CSI  and  its  counsel .  None 

, 

accurate,  relevant  or  helpful  to  this  Court.  And  none  of 


excuses  in  any  fashion  Armstrong's  contemptuous,  repeated 
disregard  of  this  Court's  May  28  Order.4  It  is  not  CSI  or  its 


of  it  is 
it 


4  Nonetheless,  in  an  effort  to  counteract  at  least  £ome  of 
the  venomous  insult  that  Armstrong  has  heaped  on  CSI  and  the 
millions  of  Scientology  parishioners  world-wide,  CSI  provides  to 


his  Court,  as  Exhibit  D,  a  copy  of  the  book.  What  is 


I 


4 
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counsel  that  Armstrong  has  decided  to  ignore  and  disobey.  It  is 
the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 

i 
j 

On  August  15,  1993,  in  a  letter  directed  to  CSI's  co|unsel, 

i 

Armstrong  wrote, 

'  You  have  noted,  as  I've  noted  above,  that  my 

breaching  of  the  [settlement]  agreement  has  continue 
unabated  since  1990.  It  is  my  duty,  therefore,  to 
\  continue  that  breach  unabated  until  the  [settlement] 
agreement  is  rescinded  and  no  longer  exists  to  be 
breached.  This  letter  thus  also  serves  to  advise  yo 
i  and  your  client  that  I  am  continuing  unabated. 

I  am  not  heard  to  be  breaching  the  agreement  at  any 
moment,  I  have  not  stopped  doing  so,  but  am  just 
between  words  or  breaching  in  a  whisper.  Even  in  my 
sleep,  though  I  may  not  be  somniloquizing,  I  am  in 
|  every  instant  breaching  the  agreement.  .  .  . 

[Ex.  C,  Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  and  Exhibit  2 

I 

tjhereto,  p.  4.] 

This  contemptuous  response  to  the  1986  settlement  agreement 
(.pursuant  to  which  he  happily  accepted  more  than  $518,000.00)  and 
tjhis  Court's  orders  are  precisely  why  Armstrong  has  been  ordered 

i 

tlo  show  cause  herein.  CSI  seeks  this  Court's  help  in 
demonstrating  to  Armstrong  that  he  will,  indeed,  be  held 
ajccountable  for  his  own  wrongful  actions,  and  that  they  irust 
cease. 


dated:  September  10,  1993 


Respectfully  submitteq, 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

/? 

I  ii  * 

iM 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 

WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPIL4NGO 


Scientology? ,  which  should  accurately  answer  any  questions  that 


Armstrong's  bizarre  diatribes  have  raised. 
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2d  Civil  Mo.  BO 2 3 19 3 

['HE  COURT  OF  APPEAL  OF  THE  STATE  CF  CALIFORNIA 
SECOND  APPELLATE  DISTRICT 
DIVISION  SEVEN 


LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM, 
Plaintiff  and  Respondent, 


vs . 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  OF  CALIFORNIA, 
Defendant  and  Appellant, 


SUBSTITUTION  OF  ATTORNEY 


Appeal  from  the  Superior  Court  of  the  State  of  California 
‘  For  the  County  of  Los  Angeles 

:  Ronald  Swearinger,  Judge 

Case  No.  C  332  827 


Ford  Greene 

State  Bar  No.  107601 

HUB  LAW  OFFICES 

7 IX  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd . 

San  Anselmo,  California  94)960 

(415)  258-0360 


i 


Attorney  for  Respondent 
LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 
I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  Calif 
over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to 
itled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis 
llevarc,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  followir 
:uments:  SUBSTITUTION  OF  ATTORNEY 


the 


ornia.  I 
above 
rjrake 

g 


the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  kjy 
irue  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  p 
5reon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  Statea  > 
t  Anselmo,  California:  SEE  ATTACKED  SERVICE  LIST 


cstage 


ail  at 


]  (By  Mail) 


]  Personal 
(Service) 

]  (State) 


]  (Federal) 


I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage 
fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  Un: 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  Californ:. 


I  caused  such  envelope  to  be  delivered  -by 
hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee, 


I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  u 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that 
is  true  and  correct. 

I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
direction  the  was  made. 


TED: 


August  6 ,  19 


placing 


th 


lereon 
ted 
a . 


hder  the 
the  above 


ffice  of 
whose 
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Wollersheim  v.  Scientology  Service  I 


Eric  M.  Lieberman,  Esq. 

RASINQWITZ ,  BOUDIN,  STANDARD,  XRINSKY  &  LIBERMAN 
74(i  Broadway,  Fifth  Floor 
New  York,  New  York,  10003 

MICHAEL  L-  HERTZBERG 
740  Broadway,  Fifth  Floor 
New  York,  New  York,  10003 

Lawrence  E.  Heller,  Esq. 

TURNER,  GERSTENFELD,  WILK,  TIGERMAN  &  HELLER 

8383  Wilshire  Boulevard 

Beverly  Hills,  California  90211 

Kendrick  L.  Moxon,  Esq. 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

62g5  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  California  90028 

COUNTY  CLERK 

Lon  Angeles  Superior  Court 

Ilf  North  Hill. Street 

Lo^  Angeles,  California  90012 
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(SPACt  BELOW  FOR  FILING  STAMP 


GRSENE.  O'REILLY,  AGNEW  ft  BROILLET 

A  CQKRQAATiON 

M22  W'L*m*e  eouLfvAHO 
LOS  Angeles  California  ©ooi? 

(2131  482-1122 
(  (213)  482-1350 


3NLY) 


U 


Attorneys  for  Ft.  A  INTIFF 

LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM 


FILED 

JUL2  81280  I 

Mn  J,  Cowt)f  ®v’1 

i  CLlaZ. 

;  BY  CAPOt  K  SURGE.  PtPl  TY 


■  .A 

■  /■!  I 

(i  l,  i 

i'  ; 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  1,0$  ANGELES 

V,^,  »*  )■  "  ,l'‘  4 


IALl<y  WO,’  LGRSHE1M, 

- - 1  '  ”” ' 


Plaintiff 


)  CASH  NO.  _ _ _ _ 

) 

) 

)  t'UMI’LA  J  NT  FOK  DAMAGES 


■vr- 


CHURpIl  or  SCIENTOLOGY  OF 
CAL I  KORN XAf  A_  Co r pon ?  t i on , 

CHURCH  Olr  SClllNTOf.OCY  "OK 
FLCI<|lDA,  A  Corporation;  " 

L.__RpN  HUBBARD,  An  _T  ncTW  i  dual 
CHURCH  6?' SCIENTOLOGY  ,  A  ' 

Co r pb r a t i on ;  DOES  3  through  200 , ) 

inclusive ,  ) 

) 


(FRAUD,  INTENTIONAL  1NFL-I 


) 

) 

)  OF  EMOTIONAL  DISTRESS fc 
)  NRG  11  GKNT~„J 
)  EMOTIONAL  SHOCK) 

>  ' 

) 

) 


;tion 


Defendants 


) 


and 


COMES  NOW  Plaintiff,  LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM,  and  for  ca 
of  ajction  against  Defendants,  and  each  ol  thorn,  Complain 
ailc-iqes  as  follows: 


GENERAL  ALLEGATIONS 


uses 


I.  That  the  true  names  and/or  capacities,  whether 

i 

,nc ilvidual ,  corporate,  associate  or  otherwise  of  Defendants 
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DECLARATION  OF  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON 
I,  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  hereby  depose  and  state: 

1.  I  am  an  attorney,  licensed  to  practice  law  in  tjie  state 
California.  I  am  a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Bowles  fcc  Moxon 
aAd  am  counsel  of  record  for  plaintiff  and  cross-defendant  Church 
of  Scientology  International  ("CSI")  in  the  case  of  Church  of 


»<ii< 


Scientology  International  v.  Armstrong.  LASC  No.  BC  05239B.  I 
have  personal  knowledge  of  the  matters  set  forth  herein  aid,  if 

i 

called  upon  to  do  so,  could  and  would  competently  testify 
thereto. 

2.  On  July  2,  1993,  I  was  present  for  plaintiff  Church  of 
Scientology  of  California  at  a  hearing  in  Department  14,  (Los 
Angeles  Superior  Court,  in  the  case  of  Church  of  scientolbctv  of 


California  v.  Wollersheim,  LASC  No.  BC074815.  After  listening  to 


argument,  Judge  Kakita  denied  Wollersheim ' s  '’special”  motion  to 
strike,  finding  that  CCP  §425.16  was  not  applicable  to  the  case. 
Judge  Kakita  also  stayed  all  further  proceedings  in  that  laction 
until  after  a  final  adjudication  was  reached  in  Wollersheim  v 


Cfturch  of  Scientology  of  California,  LASC  No.  C  332  027. 


Attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  1  is  a  true  and  correct  copy  qf  the 
njotice  of  that  ruling. 

3 .  Gerald  Armstrong  was  present  in  Department  14  dn  July 
2,  1993,  and  throughout  the  hearing.  The  judge  issued  hi 


rom  the  bench.  Thereafter,  I  observed  Gerald  Armstrong 
allway  outside  the  courtroom,  talking  with  a  man  who  identified 
h,imself  to  me  as  a  reporter. 

4.  On  August  15,  1993,  Gerald  Armstrong  sent  a  letj-ter  to 
my  co-counsel  in  this  action,  Andrew  Wilson.  A  true  and  correct 


s  ruling 
in  the 
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copy  of  that  letter  is  attached  hereto  as  exhibit  2.  The  letter 
bears  Armstrong's  distinctive  signature,  which  is  well  kn^wn  to 
me. 

5.  I  have  expended  5  hours  in  the  preparation  of 
plaintiff's  application  for  an  order  to  show  cause,  1  hou 
attending  the  hearing  on  that  application,  and  2  hours  in 
preparing  the  response  to  Armstrong's  frivolous  opposition 
expect  to  spend  at  least  another  2  hours  preparing  for  and 
attending  the  hearing  on  September  14,  1993.  My  normal  bi 
rate  is  $185.00  per  hour.  Because  I  will  be  testifying 
hearing,  my  co-counsel,  Andrew  Wilson,  will  also  be  prepajr 
ajid  attending  the  hearing.  I  expect  that  he  will  expend 
preparing  for  and  attending  the  hearing,  together  with  an 
additional  4  hours  of  travel  time  from  his  San  Francisco 
Mr.  Wilson's  billing  rate  is  $195.00  per  hour.  According 


a  : 


cpst  to  my  client  for  obtaining  this  Order  to  Show  Cause 


I 


:15 


responding  to  Armstrong's  meritless  defense  will  be  $3,2 

i 

I  declare  under  the  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  forelg 
true  and  correct. 

i 

Executed  this  10th  day  of  September,  1993  at  Los  An 


alifornia. 


Lling 

i 

the 
ing  for 
3  hours 

office. 


ly,  the 
and 
00. 

oing  is 


gleles. 


n  I 


H t \ARMSTr0n\BART0$C2 ♦DEC 
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TO  91415954093660579 
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Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 
6 E 55  Sunset  Blvd. 

Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  CA  90028-7421 
(213)  651-4  030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  OF  CALIFORNIA 


.ORIGINAL  FILED 

Jl/L  0  7  1083 
-LOS  ANGELES 
SUPERIOR  COURT 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


e 


HURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  OF 
California,  a  California  non¬ 
profit  religious  corporation. 

Plaintiff, 

vs . 

LARRY  WOLLERSHEIM, 

Defendant . 


)  CASE  NO.  BC074815 
) 

)  NOTICE  OF  RULING 
) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

)  NO  TRIAL  DATE 
)  NO  MOTION  CUTOFF 
)  NO  DISCOVERY  CUTOFF 
.) 


PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  that  on  July  2,  1993,  defendant  Larry 
Nollersheim,  Jr.'s  Motion  to  Strike  came  on  for  hearing  before 
the  Honorable  Edward  Y.  Kakita,  Superior  Court  Judge,  ir 
Department  14  of  the  above-entitled  court.  Defendant  was 
represented  by  Mark  Goldowitz  and  Daniel  Leipold,  and  plaintiff 
ri'in  -rnrirefi-anf ari  hv  Tirllirifi  i7.  SaJTtilson'  Upon  consideration  of 
the  motion,  the  papers  filed  by  the  parties,  and  the  argument  of 
counsel,  the  Court  ruled  as  follows: 

1.  The  Motion  to  Strike  is  DENIED.  Code  of  civil  procedure 
Section  425.16  is  not  applicable  to  this  case. 

2.  Further,  all  proceedings  in  this  action  are  STAYED 
pending  final  adjudication  of  the  appeal  presently  pending  in  the 


09-10-93  03:39PM 


FROM  BOWLES  b  MOXON 


TO  91415954093860079 


F021 


-yj  UJ'.jyrfl  MUM  KUWLiSb  h  MUAUfl 


ru  y  14 1  b  y  b  4  u  y  j  b  b  u  !d  f  y 


fUZZ 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF 
COUNTV  OF 


CALIFORNIA 


LOS  ANGELES 


)  ss, 

) 


I  aid  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  aye  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Boulevard,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028 

On  July  6,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 


follows : 


I 


!  [  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
!  envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 


[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
!  thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Daniel  A.  Leipola 
HAGEN BAUGH  &  MURPHY 
701  S.  Parker  St. 

Suite  8200 
Orange,  CA  92668 

Mark  Goldowitz 
1611  Telegraph  Avenue 
Suite  1200 
Oakland,  CA  94612 

[M]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[X]  As  follows:  l  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  motor  date  is  noro 
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than  one  day  after  da 
affidavit . 

Executed  on  July  6,  -91  5 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  £2 
envelopes  by  hand  t>- 

Executed  on  _ 


te  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 

,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

RVICE )  I  delivered  such 
the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

_ ,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 


[X]  (State)  I  declc.ce  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 


[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  ... f  the  bar  of  this  court  at 


I 

!  *  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
|  envelope  in  mail  site,  box  cr  bag) 


;  **  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
j  messenger) 

I 


I 

I 
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August  J5,  1993 


Andrew  H , 


Wllsor*.  fiotluire 


Wilson/  fyer.  & 
438  Montgomery 
Suite  4F5 

FrAACiUCO, 


C^tpilongo 

SWaST 

CA  94105 


ELJUa  Liwni-Q9M 


Ret:  esi  v.  ggtfltt  fflWfHTiftHgr 

HMtToy? 

ffifl-ftKK-ACt. 

Harin  superior  court  Mo.  iotooo 


Dear  «r. 

The 

esi  v .  Qi 


Wilson: 

above-ref erenoed  lawsuit  has  become  Arnatrono  XV.  and 

Arald  Armstrong  and  Tee-Gaa-AcK,  LA  Superior  court  No,  oc 

•  lrwatrono  III,  &ra»tyontt.II  and  I  you  and  I  end  the 


084642,  r  _ _ _ 

courts  u'a  all  cleat'  about  already. 


what,  you  have  done  in  filing  this  lawsuit  which  you  know  to 
b«  bogus jia  dishonorable.  I  a*  preparing  a  litigation 
resolution,  but  It  le  a  hug#/  month- ecnoumiag  task,  and  I  thought 
maybe  thr  re  wee  still  an  opportunity  for  something  different  frost 
litigation  which  could  end  it  right  away.  As  you  know  this  Is 
what  1 1 ve  tried  to  do  for  over  11  years,  without/  as  you  aleo 
know,  much  miccass.  Nevertheless.  I  will  attempt  again  an  Appeal 
fcf  aons«,  ao  am  writing  you,  this  lawsuit's  executioner,  this 
letter,  i 


So  far,  because  nobody  has  cove  forward  to  eay  what  Z  say  I 
am  having  to  say  It  myeelf ,  Appealing  first  to  your  fiscal 
psyche  (you  wouldn’t  argue  that  you're  in  it  for  the  money, 
right?)  I  hav*  ipent  some  forty-one  hour*  on  JSZ-  ao  let's  eay, 
52200 , 00 l  and  $400.00  coete.  !♦«  not  sure  what  Michael  Walton’s 
fee*  and  costs  are,  but  I'm  fairly  aura  that  if  you  deeided  to 
dismiss  the  oo/api&int  and  withdraw  the  Ha  pendene  immediately  ha 
would  not  object,  and  would  be,  I  think,  fair.  In  not  only  fee* 
and  cowte  but  damages.  An  apology  would  be  helpful,  but  I  doubt 
that  ha’a  even  aefc  for  one,  let  alone  iaelet.  In  any  came,  now, 
4e  always,  la  certainly  the  time,  if  sense  Is  to  be  a  factor  in 
this  $ane«lss*  lawsuit. 


Saving  said  that,  I  should  acknowledge  that  z  am  not  unaware 
of  the  -jict  that  you  have  a  monstrous  monetary  motivation  to  have 
the  attacks  on  your  client' •  “•nnmi**1'  go  on  the  rot»t  of  yeur 
career.  There  is  some  risk  in  this  to  your  money  mountain,  of 


course, 
in  tUi* 


osceur*  a  malicious  prosecution  action  become*  so  obvious 

litigation* «  4.0*1  to  Do  not!  tH®r«lorc, 


a* 

exists  t 

dspou  J.  L  JL 

*1*1*,  r 


any  of  your  assets  from  this  day  forward,  because  there 
rom  the  time  of  your  first  threat  in  the  Armstrong  XI 
on*,  end,  for  your  client,  from  December  6,  1966,  a 
egarding  which  I  urge  you  to  transmit  a  copy  of  thl* 
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Att<J):aw  H 
AuffUSt  1 

pgas-J — 


Wil*or., 

,  1993 
_ / 


Esquire 


lette-  c6  your  insurance  carrier.  I  also  urge  you  to  divulge  to 
your  ceryler  all  of  the  racxe  known  by  you  xe  underlie  not  only 
the  e  -fatrong  iv  complaint ,  but  11  and  £££,  which  you  have  also 
prosecuted  m*Z±eieu»ly.  It  you  4idn*x  have  a  clue  about  whet  you 
were  up  to  before  this,  plea**  lex  this  be  clear  notice,  While 
you're  at  it,  be  sure  to  not  withhold  ell  the  statements  you're 
Iw&re  ofl that  I've  «ad«  that  1  represent  to  be  feet*  end  which  I 
cay  ur. defile  I  through  IX*  If  I  handled  your  lnauranee  1  would 
cure  tolf  you  to  either  dismiss  or  got  out  at  It  If  your 

.  —  lt 

to 


pay  for  yc 

that  to  broiona  vour  career  you'd  went  to  generate  as  aany 
aaliciotiie  inwauite  as  humanly  possible. 

That  a  if>i,  then,  the  eat  ter  of  your  career ,  short*  long  or 
prolonged,  z  may  have  a  different  idea  froa  yours  about  lawyer*, 
good  or.«fe-  and  had.  it1*  easy  to  see,  in  order  to  etay  blind, 
th««  talking  a  se*s  of  money,  by  any  means,  makes  a  lawyer  good* 

To  me,  money  and  goodness  are,  in  all  arguable  relationships, 
unrelated,  it  is  honesty,  fairness,  discipline,  ae»ee  end 
support  re**  those  things  in  justice' a  *y*te»  that  sake  goodness 
in  lawyers-  Some  good  lawyers  are  rich,  some  are  poor.  Seme  baa 
lawyers  are  rich,  and  some  again  are  poor,  but  all  bad  lawyer* 
are  dishonest,  unfair,  undisciplined  and  dense,  and  it's  they  WhO 
give  their  profession  the  reputation  it  shouldn't  deserve.  As  I 
et'd,  however,  you  may  have  a  different  view,  perhaps  something 
aior*  Hubbard  Inn,  01  c*  ©arear  lft  gcK>doas@  badnasd. 

Please  do  not  kid  yourself  that  because  £  have  not  been 
destroyed  utterly,  as  Hubbard  ordered  in  hie  besic  litigation 
policies,  your  lawsuit*  are  not  terrifying,  and  do  not  profoundly 
distress  ms.  Only  a  eadmtm ,  •v*n  in  this  litigious  land,  is  not 
threatened  by  being  named  a  defendant  in  any  lawsuit  to  which  our 
courts  fliva  number*  and  their  awful  power.  Only  Rip  Van  Winkle 
would  not  recognise  your  client  as  the  most  vicious  litigation 
machine  this  land  has  ever  beheld.  1  am  neither  aed  nor  Rip. 

Yoi.,  and  z  both  know  that  your  lawsuit*  ere  frivolous;  but 
please  4»l*»o  rea.112*  cnex  1  am  await  that  you  know  that  she  sect 
of  theitj  frivolousness  does  not  diminish  their  danger.  In  feet, 
as  we  both  know,  their  frivolous  nature  add©  to  the  threat,  The 
orginiJj4t^°hi  as  you  know,  because  you  know  of  Intel  ope  going 
down  all  the  tJi<ve  and  sign  your  name  to  much  of  the  frivolity, 
uaes  litigation  to  ;over,  divert  attention  from,  end  render 
incredible  or  plausibly  dsnleole  v,hat<<*  really  going  on.  it« 
oeeret  war  of  *ecr«t  meeting*,  secret  orders,  secret  operatives, 
secret  fila£,  secret  accounts,  of  ambushes,  assault®,  arsenals 
and  abominations.  The  latest  frivolous  flurry  -  Armstrong  I IT 
and  iv, land  their  now  growing  case  files  -  I  view  a*  a  render- 


W  (tc 
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Andrew  Bl  Wilson, 
August  '£» 
FAgA^j- 


incredlble  operation.  Your  clienc'S  position,  would  bo ,  "Why 
would  we  kill  Armstrongs  after  all  we  had  juftt  sued  him  end 
exacted  to  got  c  judgment  against  him  for  billions  of  dollar*'? " 
tt  you  c©n*ider  In  your  assisting  of  your  client  that  it  Is  too 
ratlonalF or  controlled  to  engage  in  eomethlng  as  uru»etu*ly  as 
aetffcdslttetion,  please  be  on  notice  that  It  la  neither. 

You  Know  L.a.  You’ve  deposed  »e«  You’ve  eeen  m  la 
courtrooms  and  hallways.  You've  read  ay  letters,  and  either  reed 
dozens  Of  BY  deposition,  transcripts  end  volumes  of  ay 
declarations,  or  ycu'v*  deliberately  not  read  tbs*  in  order  for 
rotten  reaeonti  to  Keep  yourself  Ignorant.  You  promised  to  aefc 
your  cllpnt.  David  Miaoavige,  to  return  the  manuscript  he  had 
stolen  rrora  my  car.  You've  read  ay  IRS  booh  aaMrosoyf.pt .  You 
know  of  operation®,  PI#,  Intel,  lies,  assaults,  a  list  of 
low  fir  a^(  l  lawsuits,  lawyers  and  losses  m*  long  as  your  leg.  You 
know  that,  thousands  (the  org  b as  been  saying  six  million  for 
twenty  years;  but  in  any  case  plenty)  of  persons  around  the  world 
are  available  as  perjurers,  paralegal*  or  pawns  to  assist  you  to 
assist  y£ur  client  in  its  litigation  goals. 

The  OwViouu  goals  of  the  II ,  XII  and  IV  litigation  pee  mg* 
are  to  silence  me  and  take  revenge  for  my  rsfusal  to  be  ellencsd. 
In  furtherance  of  those  goals,  in  Armstrong  IV  you  seek  to  tales 
away  my  friend  Michael  Walton's  house,  cause  him  and  hi*  fully 
trouble,  and  in  all  your  lawsuits  to  cause  os  trouble,  and  attack 
Tej-Gee-Ack' s  assets  and  cause  it  trouble.  The  organisation  has 
r»t.har  goals  in  the  Araatrona  litigation  that  really  are  intended 
to  feed  its  insatiable  intelligence  appetite,  which  It 
camouflages  With  the  uproariously  transparent  label  of 
•* legitimate  discovery."  it  should  be  clear  after  three  year* 
(using  your  also  uproaxioue  date  of  February,  1R»0),  three 
lawsuit®,  three  shot*  at  contempt,  sore  than  three  media 
mentions,  at  is**!  three  more  books  on  the  subject,  and  a  ecreen 
play,  that  l  cannot  legally  be  silenced.  Your  client's  waivers 
of  any  right  or  standing  to  enforce  the  now  unmercifully  silly 
settlement  agreement  are  strewn  along  the  litigation's  length. 
That  aspect  of  your  war  with  me  ha*  long  since  been  lost,  The 
courts  bf  this  country  have  not  acceded  to  yaur  deoande  that  I  be 
oilunee^j,  and  now  they  never  will. 

Wither t  a  prayer  of  achieving  At.*  litigation  goal  of 
aliens*, |  -the  orgAftiaxtion  ia  left  with  only  naked  rsvengs  for  my 
rejection  of  it®  suppression,  our  courts,  ae  you  might  remember, 
have  often  acted  to  prevent  their  participation  in  litigation  for 
ravongoJ  often  enough,  I  would  think,  to  give  pause  to  anyone  but 
the  co«s|letely  insane  who  would  contemplate  their  uee  for  that 
baoa  puifpooe .  Rovenge  itself,  a  baale  Hubbardian  policy, 

not  an.  invention  for  which  either  hie  estate  or  the 
araan.iiation  holds  the  patent,  is  what  makes  the  completely 
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iuadae  c&mpiwcftiy  insane  and  certainly  Insane  enough  to  blind 
tn— iselvas  tc  how  crcay  revenge  really  la.  It  can  never 

accomplish  its  goal/  hae  no  real  el feet,  bat  since  Its 
practitiaaero  consider  its  effects  real  (otherwise  why  indulge: in 
It)  it  does  have  the  apparent  erract  or  rendering  than  crazier 
and  crazier,  That  effect  Is  apparent  in  the  4  Armstrong  coses; 
practitioners  therein  have  become  crazier  and  crazier. 

rbeL«  is  a  legal  paint,,  concerning  which  revenge  admittedly 
may  havef blinded  you,  that,  even  if  you  decide  not  to  dismiss  or 
exit  Armstrong  IV,  I  request  that  you  respond  to  immediately , 

You  hAvef claimed  that; 

"Beginning  in  February,  1990,  and  continuing  unabated 
until  the  present,  Armstrong  has  breached  the  Agreement 
wilfully  and  repeatedly,  including,  inter  *1,1*,  the 
provisions  of  Paragraph  7(0)  of  the  Agreement  which 
require  Armstrong  to  pay  plaintiff  liquidated  damages 
forj  each  such  breach,'1  (Complaint,  p.  7,  para.  22} 

The  aettiiemeat  agreement  states  at  page  a,  para.  7(D)  tbat  the 
organization  'would  be  entitled  to  liquidated  damages  in  the 
amount  of  950,000  for  each  such  breach."  If  my  breaching  of  the 
agreement  has  continued  \u*mb»tedf  there  could  have  been  but  one 
breach  from  Ftibvuary ,  1000  forward.  Your  breaking  Of  that  big, 
bountlfu^  and,  as  you  say,  unabated,  breach  into  artificial  parte 
i*  &  contrivance  to  pad  your  client's  damages,  which,  la,  funnily 

enough,  frigging  fraud;  and  i  would  appreciate  your  addressing 
of  that  linage  padding  fraud  in  your  response  to  this  letter, 

I  hhve  written  you  and  Me.  Bartilson  before  on  the  subject 
ct  ifiitigation  nf  damages,  and  i  have  felt  that  It  as  something 
you  hevpj  both  xiot  wall  understood,  but  1  will  try  again  tiara,  I 
have  a  duty  to  mitigate  damages,  and  Z  am  damaged  each  time  you 
tack:  on  Another  50  O' a  for  every  artificial  part  into  Which  you 
divide  my  life.  You  have  alao  noted,  as  I've  noted  above,  that 
my  breaching  of  the  agreement  has  continued  unabated  Since  1990. 

It  is  my  duty,  therefore,  to  continue  that  breach  unabated  until 
the  agreement  is  rescinded  and  no  longer  exist#  to  b*  breached, 
This  letter  thus  Rlmo  serves  to  advise  you  and  your  Client  that  I 
continuing  unabated.  Please  also  advise  your  client  to  not 
wastfo  its  victims  "donation*"  sanding  around  it*  camara^toting 
Pis  to  try  to  catch  me  in  an  instant  whan  x  am  doing  something 
other  th^n  ay  unbroken  broach.  If  I  am  not  hoard  to  bm  breaching 
the  agreement  at  any  moment,  I  have  not  stopped  doing  mo,  but  an 
just  between  words  or  breaching  in  a  whisper.  Even  in  my  sleep, 
though  1  may  not  be  somniloquizing,  I  a»  in  every  Instant 
breaching  the  ag ree meat ,  Please  be  assured  that  it  is  my 
intention  to  thus  do  without  ceasing  whatever  r  can  to  mitigate 
jr.y  damages;  and  your  cl lent’ $,  Even  a  fool  would  see  that  it 
would  be  stupid  of  me  xo  balay  my  thus  far  unabated  breach, 
becauti  yo\ir  ollanZ  will  just  do  something,  am  it  hao  done,  also 
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relat.  /el  unabated ly,  from  December,  1986  through  present  time, 
to  tore*,  goad,  trick  or  trap  me  into  a  second  breach.  Obviously 
che  resolution  lies  in  what  I've  been  saying  for  years:  rewrite 
the  settlement  agreement. 

If  you  haven't  sensed  that  your  client  1#  paying  you  to  give 
it  only  bad  advic* .  please  do  so  now.  If  you're  being  paid  to 
not  advise  your  client ,  be  advised  that  practically  anyone  {eve* 
1}  can  give  It  the  sane  advice  for  practically  nothing.  I 
actually  do  have  eoa#  advice  for  both  you  and  your  client. 

Please,  look  Into  your  hearts  and  truly  question  the  sense  of 
what  you  do.  if  you  have  trouble  looking  into  your  hearts,  give 
me  a  call  because  £  oan  help. 

And  that  brings  us  to  the  non-litigation  resolution  of  your 
client's!  problems,  which  is  really  the  purpose  of  thie  letter. 

If  X  really  desired  to  foment  litigation,  as  you  repeat  so 

religiously,  would  I  honestly  have  been  so  dedicated  through  all 
these  years  to  having  your  client  realize  the  futility  of 
litigation  as  the  solution  to  its  problem*?  fh*  feet  that  it 
sees  litigation  oa  a  solution  ie  really  why  its  problem*  persist. 
Honest,  t>pen  communication  would  work,  but  your  client  refuses  to 
try  it,  opting  instead  for  the  avoidance  of  communloatlon  by 
hiding  behind  iayers  of  lawyers  and  litigation.  Its 
communications  not  screened  through  it?  lawyers  are  dishonest  end 
secret.  its  leader*  hid*  behind  their  "own"  lawyer*  and  i*y#r* 
of  liea  and  should  not  be  it*  leaders  because  its  people  deserve 
In  their  leaders  courage,  honesty  and  openneos,  3o  again,  I 
extend  tjo  you  und  to  your  client  the  invitation  to  meet  with  me 
honestly  and  openly  for  the  purpose  of  communication  toward*  the 
resolution  of  our  conflicts.  I  will  wait  until  August  17  before 


I  do  anything  more  with  thia  letter. 

and  working  hard. 


I'm  now  up  to  4»  1/3  hour* 


Pises©  look  In  your  hearts  and  se«  what  you  find  there. 
With  a  prayer  for  peace,  I  remain ,  yours  *m 


Gerald  Armstrong 
715  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Ana* It o.  CA  919*0 
(41S>466-fii50 

Hub  Law  Offices 
711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
9©n  Aft*  .'.llHd,  CA  94960 
M1512S8-03S0 
Pit*  456,-5918 


wr; 


08-17-93  09:25AM 


P00‘ 


09-10-93  03:39PM 


l 


FROM  BOWLES  l  MOXON  TO  91415954093860579 


F030 


EXHIBIT  d 


09-10-93  03:39PM  FROM  BOWLES  l  MOXON 


TO  91415954093560579 


F03i 


EXHIBIT  D,  THE  BOOK  WHAT  IS  SCTEWTOIflGY? 
HAS  BKFW  LODGED  SEPARATELY  WITH  THE  COURT. 


09-10-S3  03:39PM  FROM  BOWLES  b  MOXOH 


TO  91415954093860579 


rUJE 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  v  ) 

...WMA&U)  )  SS. 

COUNTS  OF-^aBrTa^A^r"  ) 

i  am  employed  iri  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State 


California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  235  Montgomery 
Street;,  Suite  450,  San  Francisco,  California  94104. 

On  September  10,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 


described  as  LODGING  OF  EXHIBIT  D:  WHAT  IS  SCIENTOLOGY? 


interested  parties  in  this  action. 


of 


on 


[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 

envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list,* 

[X]  by  placing  (  ]  the  original  [X]  true  copies 

thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  addressed  as  follows: 

FORD  GREENE 

HUB  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  94960-1949 


[  ]  BY  MAIL 


f  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 


i 


[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  ‘'readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice  it 
would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on  that 
same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid  at  Los 
Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 


af  f idavit 
Executed  on 


at  -  1  eo ,  California. 


[X]  ** { BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 

envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  cf  the  addressees. 
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Executed 


TO 


on  September  10 


[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true  and 
correct. 


[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Print  or  Type  Name  Signature 

*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

\y&CLAdzSCL*>  )  SS . 

COUNTS  OF  fees  ANlithEg§-  ) 

]j  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  state  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  ncjt  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  235  Montgomery 
Street.,  Suite  450,  San  Francisco,  California  94104. 

On  September  10,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 
described  as  PLAINTIFF'S  RESPONSE  TO  DEFENDANTS'  OPPOSITION  TO 
ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  WHY  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT  BE  HELD  IN 


CONTEMPT  OF  COURT;  REQUEST  FOR  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


AND  Fd 


RD  GREENE  on  interested  parties  in  this  action. 


C  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  true  copies 

thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  addressed  as  follows: 


FORD  GREENE 

HUB  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  94960-1949 


[  ]  BY  MAIL 


[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid, 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice  it 
would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on  that 
same  day  witn  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid  at  Los 
Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit . 
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Executed  on 


[X]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 

envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressees. 


Executed  on  September  10,  1993  at  Los  Angeles,  Cal if or 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true  and 
correct. 


:iia . 


[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Print  or  Type  Name  Signature 

*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 
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STATE 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


OF  CALIFORNIA 


ss . 


COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles, 


State 


California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 

party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Subset 

Boulevard,  Suite  2000,  Los  Angeles,  ca  90028 

<j>n  September  10,  1993,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 

described  as  PLAINTIFF'S  RESPONSE  TO  DEFENDANTS'  OPPOSITION  TO 

ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  WHY  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT  BE  HELD  IN 

CONTEMPT  OF  COURT;  REQUEST  FOR  SANCTIONS  AGAINST  GERALD  ARMSTRONG 

AND  FORD  GREENE  on  interested  parties  in  this  action, 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 

envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  true  copies 

thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  addressed  as  follows; 

PAUL  MORANTZ 
P.O.  Bov  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 

[X]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[X]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  px-actice  it 
would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on  that 
same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid  at  Los 
Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
a  f f idavit . 

Executed  on  September  10,  1993  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 
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[  ] * *  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 

envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressees.' 


Executed  on 


at  Los  Angeles, 


Califar 


nia 


[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true  and 
correct. 


(  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Print  or  Type  Name  signature 

*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  baq) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


